Inclusion of students with disabilities in general education represents a relatively new phenomenon in the Czech Republic (Michalík, 2000; Válková, 1998) . Until the year 1991, most students with disabilities were educated in segregated special schools. In particular, many students with physical disabilities are now being included in general education. The inclusion movement in the Czech Republic is gaining strength. Thus it is important that future physical education (PE) teachers be prepared to include individuals with disabilities in general physical education (GPE) settings.
It is important that constructs guiding research be culturally appropriate, accurate, and meaningful for the countries where they are to be used. Therefore, with the help of Czech experts, we formulated the following definition of inclusion for use throughout this study:
Inclusion is the practice of placing many different kinds of students in general physical education. Inclusion is the philosophy that students should be educated together in one classroom instead of separate classrooms designated to meet special needs. Inclusion means that the general physical education teacher will make the necessary changes in didactics, pedagogy, and curriculum to assure that all students will achieve their physical education goals and feel safe, happy, comfortable, and successful in the physical education setting. (Kudlacek, 2001, p. 190) To achieve the goal of inclusion in GPE, professional preparation must emphasize the development of positive intentions, beliefs, and attitudes toward classroom behaviors (Kowalski & Rizzo, 1996; Rizzo, Broadhead, & Kowalski, 1997; Sherrill, 1998) . Illustrative of this approach, Sherrill (1998) organizes the competencies that future teachers need under (a) philosophy, which includes beliefs and intentions; (b) attitudes; (c) knowledge; and (d) skill. We believe that both reasoned action theory (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) and planned behavior theory (Ajzen, 1991) offer a conceptual framework to guide the needed changes in professional preparation. According to both theories, intention can be used to predict behavior. Thus, professional preparation should directly address intentions and the variables believed to shape intentions. In turn, assessment instruments must be made available that will measure the many variables purported to affect intention and subsequently, behavior.
According to both the theory of reasoned action (TRA) and the theory of planned behavior (TPB), such instruments should be based on the specific beliefs of the people who are to be assessed. It should not be assumed that beliefs are the same across cultures. We focused our study, therefore, specifically on the development of an instrument for prospective physical educators in the Czech Republic. We selected the theory of planned behavior to guide our study because it encompasses control beliefs. These beliefs underlie perceptions of the amount of control that individuals have over their behavior, resources, and environment. For example, prospective physical educators may intend to include children with disabilities in their GPE classes, but uncertainty about training, resources, supports, and barriers may interfere with the implementation of intention.
The most frequently studied component of both theories is behavioral beliefs, because this component is used to infer attitudes toward the intention to perform a specific behavior. Attitudes are cited as extremely important in the teaching of students with disabilities in GPE classes (e.g., Downs & Williams, 1994; Folsom-Meek & Rizzo, 2002; Folsom-Meek, Nearing, Groteluschen, & Krampf, 1999; Hodge & Jansma, 1999; Rizzo, 1985; Rizzo & Kirkendall, 1995) . In fact, attitudes have often been the only component of the TRA and TPB that have been studied by adapted physical education (APE) leaders. Rizzo (1983 Rizzo ( , 1984 Rizzo ( , 1988 , who developed an attitude survey based on selected components of the TRA, is credited with initiating theory-based research on attitudes toward teaching individuals with disabilities in GPE. The original instrument was called Physical Educators' Attitude Toward Teaching the Handicapped (PEATH). Now revised, this instrument is entitled Physical Educators' Attitude Toward Teaching Individuals with Disabilities (PEATID). It measures 12 behavioral beliefs about the consequences of teaching children with disabilities in GPE. Without a doubt, the PEATH and the PEATID have become the most commonly used attitude instruments in APE (e.g., DePauw & Goc Karp, 1990; Downs & Williams, 1994; Folsom-Meek et al.,1999; Hodge & Jansma, 1999; Kowalski & Rizzo, 1996; Rizzo & Kirkendall, 1995; Schmidt-Gotz, Doll-Tepper, & Lienert, 1994) . In each of the studies using PEATID or its earlier form, PEATH, an attitude score was inferred by averaging the 5-point Likert-type ratings of belief statements.
Most of Rizzo's research and that of early followers focused on the ability of demographic variables (e.g., gender, perceived competence, and coursework) to predict attitude toward the behavior of teaching children with disabilities in GPE classes. Rizzo and colleagues revealed that attitude toward teaching children with some disabilities is significantly better than toward teaching others. Thus, Rizzo believes that separate attitude scores should be calculated for the different disabilities. The focus of more recent studies has been on the relationships between academic major, gender, hands-on experience, and attitudes (e.g., Folsom-Meek et al., 1999) and between attitude and type of practicum experience (e.g., Hodge & Jansma, 1999) .
The TRA that guided the development of Rizzo's instrument does not encompass the variable of perceived control. A new preservice instrument is needed that is guided by a theory that includes perceived behavioral control (e.g., the TPB). Another reason that a new instrument is needed is that both the TRA and TPB indicate that the belief statements for an instrument should come directly from pilot studies of persons who will use the instrument. Beliefs of Czech students may be different from beliefs of USA students. Figure 1 depicts the TPB (Ajzen, 1991 (Ajzen, , 2001 , which posits that intention can be used to predict behavior. Intention is influenced by attitude toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control. Scores for these components are calculated by multiplying subscale scores for behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, and control beliefs. Theodorakis, Bagiatis, and Goudas (1995) authored the only known published study using the TPB in the prediction of intention to include students with disabilities in GPE. This study was conducted in Greece, using 99 university students taking adapted physical education courses. Theodorakis et al. used direct measures of TPB components to explain the role of attitudes, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control in the prediction of intention to include students with disabilities in GPE. Attitude strength and role identity components were added to the model as predictors of intention. Validity evidence was examined by the path analysis technique and revealed that the modified TPB model was appropriate for explaining intention related to inclusion.
Clearly, the ability of professors to determine the attitudes of university students toward teaching individuals with disabilities in GPE is an important component of professional preparation. A TPB-based instrument will not only measure the attitudes of prospective physical educators, but it will help university faculty to understand how subjective norms and perceived behavioral control, together with attitudes, contribute to intention to include students with physical disabilities in GPE. The construction of a TPB-based instrument will add to the knowledge base as well as provide a valid method of evaluating university preparation for including individuals with disabilities in GPE.
The purpose was to provide validity evidence for an attitude survey that will predict the intention of Czech prospective teachers to include students with physical disabilities in general physical education (GPE). In structuring our study, we accepted the belief of Messick (1995, p. 741 ) that "validity is not a property of the test or assessment as such, but rather of the meaning of test scores." We therefore used the term validity evidence throughout this study rather than test validity. We also strove to incorporate the concepts of estimating measurement validity presented by Yun and Ulrich (2002) . Messick (1995) defined validity as "an overall evaluative judgment of the degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and appropriateness of interpretations and actions on the basis of test scores or other modes of measurement" (p. 741). The newest edition of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, distributed by the American Psychological Association (1999), builds on the work of Messick and defines validity as "the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores entailed by proposed uses of the test" (p. 9).
To guide our examination of evidence as to whether the ATIPDPE can be used to determine the intentions of prospective teachers, we hypothesized that the ATIPDPE would generate good construct validity evidence (a) if scores for its various components (attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control) correlated significantly with the intention score, (b) if scores for its various components were significant predictors of the intention score, and (c) if known groups (general PE students and adapted PE students) scored significantly differently on each TPB component, thereby demonstrating that the survey differentiated between groups with and without special professional preparation in APE. Further it was hypothesized that ATIPDPE evidence would be reliable if Cronbach alpha coefficients for the various components were .70 and above and if repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant difference between the test and the retest scores.
Method

Participants
Three groups of Czech students participated in the study. First, 46 graduate students (23 females, 23 males) participated in a pilot study on beliefs. Second, 46 graduate students (24 females, 22 males) participated in a pilot study on intentions. Sample size for these two pilot studies was based on those used in similar pilot studies reported in Ajzen and Fishbein (1980, p. 105, 120) and by Rizzo (1983) . The sampling design used for the pilot studies was intact groups (i.e., university classes).
For the main study, our goal was to obtain as many participants as possible, but no less than 30% of the population enrolled in final year of physical education teacher preparation programs in Czech universities. The sampling design was purposive, meaning that all students were surveyed who met the criteria of (a) enrollment, (b) willingness of class instructor to allow class time for the survey, and (c) willingness of the student to participate in the study. Participants came from eight classes, included both GPE and adapted physical education (APE) specialization students, and males and females. Ethnic group was white and representative of the homogeneity of Czech University students. Of the students who filled in surveys, 145 were in GPE and 47 were in APE. The students in APE were used only to test the hypothesis of known group differences.
ANOVA statistics revealed no significant differences between genders on the components of the ATIPDPE. This justified the combining of these subgroups to create one sample of 145 prospective teachers for use in testing other hypotheses. GPE and APE prospective teachers were kept separate because ANOVA revealed a significant difference between these subgroups, favoring the APE students.
The Development of the TPB-Based Survey
Following the recommendations of Ajzen (2000) , two pilot studies were completed in the formative stages of the instrument: one on beliefs and one on intentions. Experts in the Czech Republic and the USA collaboratively provided guidance during these pilot studies and contributed to the content validity.
Different groups of experts helped with various aspects of the study. In structuring each group of experts, we used criteria to obtain the best qualified professionals available for a particular task (e.g., translation, categorizing beliefs, decision making about measurement). Experts in the Czech Republic each held a masters' degree or higher in kinesiology or psychology, spoke Czech and English fluently, and had experience with inclusive physical education. Experts in the United States each had (a) minimum of 20 years of teaching graduate courses and directing dissertations in kinesiology, (b) experience in the design of five or more instruments to measure beliefs and attitudes, and (c) publication and editing experience related to research on instrument construction.
Pilot Study on Beliefs. In the pilot study on beliefs, the first investigator administered an open-ended three-part survey to 46 graduate students (23 females, 23 males) equated on age (M = 23.2) to determine their behavioral, normative, and control beliefs. Each part of the survey contained questions that followed the wording recommended by Ajzen (2000) . Questions for eliciting behavioral beliefs were (a) What do you believe are the possible advantages of your including a student with physical disability into your general PE class? (b) What do you believe are the possible disadvantages of your including a student with physical disability into your general PE class? and (c) Is there anything else you associate with including a student with physical disability in your PE class? Questions for eliciting normative beliefs were (a) Are there any individuals or groups who would approve of your including a student with physical disability in your PE class? (b) Are there any individuals or groups who would disapprove of your including a student with physical disability in your PE class? and (c) Are there any other individuals or groups who come to mind when you think about including a student with physical disability in your PE class? Questions for eliciting control beliefs were (a) What factors or circumstances make it easier for you to include a student with physical disability in your PE class? (b) What factors or circumstances make it more difficult for you to include a student with physical disability in your PE class? and (c) Are there any other issues that come to mind when you think about including a student with physical disability in your PE class?
This survey was translated from English to Czech and Czech to English using standard back translation procedures suggested by Banville, Desrosiers, and Genetl-Volet (2000) . Three translators concurred that the Czech and English forms of the survey elicited the same types of responses. Only the Czech version of the instrument was administered.
The pilot study data collection procedure generated 229 behavioral belief responses, 189 normative belief responses, and 194 control belief responses. Ajzen (2000) refers to responses elicited from pilot study inquiry as personal accessible beliefs. The first researcher compiled the responses from the separate surveys onto nine accessible beliefs documents, one for each pilot study question, for use in identifying modal belief categories. The next procedure was to sort the 612 personal accessible beliefs into modal belief categories that represented the most commonly held beliefs of the research sample. Three experts participated in this sorting process, independently placing beliefs that appeared to be similar into separate piles. Group meetings, chaired by the first investigator, were used to reach consensus in regard to categorization of the beliefs and the naming of the categories. The number of beliefs related to each category was then tabulated, and those categories that contained the top 75% of the beliefs were retained, as recommended by Ajzen (2000) . Table 1 presents the top 75% of the beliefs for each belief type expressed by the 46 graduate students.
These belief categories (e.g., lesson planning more difficult) were subsequently restructured as items to comprise the three belief subscales (behavioral, normative, control) of the ATIPDPE. When the wording of the belief statements in Czech and in English was agreed on by three or more experts, the items were submitted to experts in the Czech Republic and the USA to check for (a) clarity of wording, (b) appropriateness for chosen subscale, and (c) applicability to prospective physical educators.
Pilot Study on Intentions. Ajzen (2000) stated that the items to be used for measuring behavioral intentions must be shown to correlate highly with each other. Therefore 10 statements related to intention to include students with physical disabilities in GPE were developed, agreed on by both Czech and USA experts, and organized into the pilot study instrument on intentions.
The 10 statements were presented in random fashion. Translation procedures were identical with those followed in the pilot study on beliefs. Participants in the pilot study were 22 males and 24 females equated on age (M = 22.3) from the Czech Republic. These participants were different from those of the other pilot study. Of the 10 intention statements, three began with the phrases recommended by Ajzen (2000) : I intend to include, I will try to include, and I am determined to include. Bivariate correlation coefficients between these statements ranged from .72 to .84 and constituted the highest coefficients obtained. Because these three items seemed to measure general intentions, a fourth more specific intention statement was selected (I will develop lesson plans to facilitate inclusion) for inclusion on the ATIPDPE. This item had correlation coefficients of .48, .46, and .60 with the other three items, respectively. These coefficients were significant at .01 level.
Content Validity. After completion of the pilot studies, the investigators (in collaboration with experts in both countries) organized items into four subscales, wrote instructions for taking the ATIPDPE, and developed definitions of inclusion and of physical disabilities to guide the survey respondents. To enable further collaboration with the USA experts, a final form of the ATIPDPE was developed in both the Czech and the English language. Translation accuracy was again checked, and experts and investigators again reviewed and approved the items for clarity, appropriateness, and applicability. On the basis of the pilot studies and of expert evaluation of each item and the total instrument, content validity was assumed (i.e., it was assumed that the items would elicit meaningful data for valid score interpretation and use).
Instrument
The ATIPDPE, based on the TPB, in its final format contained 4 intention statements, 10 behavioral beliefs, 7 normative beliefs, and 8 control beliefs. For each belief, two constructs were measured. Table 2 presents illustrative items for each type of belief and shows the 7-point scale that was employed for all items. On all items, 1 was low and 7 was high. The scoring system, however, required use of a 7-point scale for one construct and a -3 to +3 scale for the other construct. Specifically, behavioral belief evaluation scores, normative belief strength scores, and control belief power scores were transformed using SPSS PC 10.0 from unidirectional (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) to bidirectional (-1, -2, -3, 0, +1, +2, +3) scoring. Scores for each statement were then multiplied to create item belief scores. The results of the multiplications were summed and thereafter referred to as summative belief indexes. In Figure 1 , these are indicated as L ϫ E, BS ϫ MC, and BS ϫ BP.
The three components in the TPB that are posited to predict intention are the (a) attitude toward behavior component as measured by the summative behavioral belief index, (b) subjective norm component as measured by the summative normative belief index, and (c) perceived behavioral control component as measured by the summative control belief index (Ajzen, 2000) . Much research has been conducted outside of adapted physical education that uses this or a similar scoring system as well as this terminology (e.g., Baker, Morrison, Carter, & Verdon, 1996; Yordy & Lent, 1993) . The scoring systems and logic of these studies, as well as our own, applied the recommendations of Ajzen (2000) . For further information on scoring and other aspects of ATIPDE construction, see Kudlacek (2001) .
Procedure
The ATIPDPE was administered at the end of the fall semester to university students attending physical education classes in Czech universities that offered physical education teacher preparation (N = 3) . Completion of the ATIPDPE required 20 to Note 1. On all items comprising the ATIPDPE, 1 was the lowest score and 7 was the highest score.
Note 2. PD refers to physical disabilities. The instrument used for data collection was in the Czech language.
25 min. The first investigator administered the survey to four classes, and course instructors administered it to four classes. The first investigator then scored the surveys and entered the raw scores into the computer for every item comprising the ATIPDPE.
Data Analysis
The SPSS PC 10.0 was used for all analyses. Normalcy assumptions were checked and revealed that skewness values were within normal limits and that kurtosis values exceeded limits for only a few items. Descriptive statistics were calculated for every ATIPDPE item (i.e., three scores for each item) and for the four summative indexes (behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, control beliefs, and intention). The three scores for each behavioral belief item were likelihood, evaluation, and likelihood ϫ evaluation. The three scores for each normative belief item were belief strength, motivation to comply, and belief strength ϫ motivation to comply. The three scores for each control belief item were belief strength, belief power, and belief strength ϫ belief power. The summative indexes for each belief subscale were derived by adding the multiplied values. The summative index for the intention subscale was derived by adding the ratings of the four intention statements.
In accordance with APAQ guidelines (Sherrill & O'Connor, 1999) , one-way ANOVAs were computed to determine if data for males and females, for students in different years of study, and for students with different majors (GPE vs. APE) could be combined in the analyses needed to test the main hypotheses of the study. ANOVAs revealed no significant differences between genders and between years of study for any of the summative indexes. This finding provided the justification for combining data for gender and year of study in subsequent statistical analysis. However, significant differences were found between 145 students majoring in GPE and the 47 students majoring in APE on all the summative indexes. Therefore, only data from the students majoring in GPE were used in the subsequent correlation and regression analysis procedures.
To test the hypotheses that subscale belief scores would be significantly correlated with the intention score and that subscale belief scores would be significant predictors of the intention score, Pearson product moment correlations and a hierarchical multiple regression were used. Hierarchical multiple regression is typically used when the researcher can specify the order and combinations of predictor variables, based on theory and empirical evidence provided by related literature (Thomas & Nelson, 2001 ). Specifically, the order of entry of independent variables into the hierarchical regression is determined by their presumed or demonstrated theoretical importance. The most important independent variable is entered first (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000) . We therefore entered attitude into the regression first, then subjective norm, and last perceived behavioral control as shown in Figure 1 , a diagram of the theory of planned behavior. This procedure was recommended by Ajzen and Madden (1986) and has been followed by numerous researchers (e.g., Roberts & Smith, 1999; Sutton, McVey, & Glanz, 1999; Yordy & Lent, 1993) .
Assumptions for normalcy, linearity, homoscedasticity, and collinearity were examined prior to statistical calculations (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995) . Assumption checks included examination of scatterplots of residuals, tolerance values, and variance inflation scores (VIFs). Removal of outliers revealed by the scatterplots of residuals resulted in a sample size of 134 for correlation and regression analysis. With this new sample, all statistical assumptions were met.
To test the other hypotheses related to construct validity and reliability, ANOVA and Cronbach alpha techniques were used. The known group differences hypothesis was tested by comparing students majoring in GPE with those majoring in APE. Table 3 presents demographic information for the GPE and the APE students. Approximately 44% (n = 63) of the GPE students reported experience with people with physical disabilities. Of the 63 students, 4 evaluated their experience as not good, 19 as satisfactory, 30 as very good, and 9 as outstanding. Most of the GPE students (83%) reported not taking a course focused on physical education for students with physical disabilities. When asked "How competent do you feel today teaching PE to students with physical disabilities?" 58% of respondents reported not being competent at all and 42% reported being somewhat competent.
Results
Approximately 92% of APE students reported some experience with people with physical disabilities. Of these students, 55% evaluated their experience as very good, 21% as outstanding, 13% as satisfactory, and 2% as not good. Most students (89%) reported taking an APE course related to students with physical disabilities (PD), and 97% of the students reported receiving information about PE and sport for people with PD during their university studies. When asked "How competent do you feel today teaching PE to students with physical disabilities?" 23% of the APE students reported not being competent at all, 66% reported being somewhat competent, and 11% reported being very competent.
Intention. Intention to perform a given behavior is the central factor in the TPB. In this study, the given behavior was the inclusion of students with PD in a GPE class. Specifically, the participants were told, "The practice of inclusion in PE is controversial. Some experts believe in it, and some experts do not. What do you believe? What will you do? Now respond to each item with your intention today in relation to the way you visualize yourself teaching PE during your first year of teaching." The summative intention score was 22.15 for GPE students and 26.66 for APE students. The possible range for intention was 4 to 28.
Behavioral, Normative, and Control Beliefs. Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics for the four subscales comprising the ATIPDPE. Means for intention were high: 22.15 and 26.66, respectively for GPE and APE students out of 28 possible points. Attitude, inferred from the summative behavioral belief score, which could range from -210 to +210, had means of 93.82 and 108.60 for GPE and APE students, respectively. Subjective norm, represented by the summative normative belief score, which could range from -147 to +147, had means of 21.81 and 47.15 for the two groups. Perceived behavioral control, which could range from -168 to +168, had means of 51.33 and 79.96 for the two groups.
Examination of Construct Validity
Three methods of examining construct validity described by Thomas and Nelson (2001) were used in the development of the ATIPDPE: Pearson product moment correlation, multiple hierarchical regression, and known group differences. The Note. GPE students ranged in age from 19 to 26 years, M = 22.19. APE students ranged in age from 18 to 26 years, M = 21.36 . Among GPE students, 52% were in the 2nd year of study, 21% in the 4th year of study, and 13% in the 5th year. Among APE students, 51% were in the 2nd year of study and 23% were in the 1st year.
first two methods were applied only to the GPE students because the ATIPDPE was constructed primarily for use by GPE students. The third method (comparison of known groups) required use of both GPE and APE students as the two groups known to be different from one another on TPB components. Following are the findings for each method.
Bivariate correlation was performed on data from the 134 GPE students to examine the hypothesis that the three summative belief indexes were significantly correlated with the summative intention index. All belief indexes were significantly correlated with the intention index with p values ranging from .02 to .003. Although all three indexes were significantly correlated with intention, they had low r 2 coefficients that explained only 9 to 16% of the variance in intention scores. Cohen (1988) interpreted r 2 of .10 to .30 as a small effect size. To test the hypothesis that the three summative belief indexes would be significant predictors of intention, a hierarchical multiple analysis was chosen. This type of analysis has been used by most other TPB researchers (e.g., Baker et al., 1996; Norman, Conner, & Bell, 1999; Sutton et al., 1999) . Table 5 reveals that each TPB component was a significant predictor of intention.
Three steps were used. First attitude, inferred from the behavioral beliefs summative index, was entered as a predictor of intention (Step 1). Attitude was a significant predictor of intention, explaining 8% of the variance in intention. Adding perceived behavioral control (Step 2) increased the variance explained for intention by 11%. Adding subjective norm (Step 3) increased the variance explained for intention by 4%. The total variance explained was thus 23%. All beta coefficients were significant at each step.
Known Group Differences
Known group differences is another approach to examine the construct validity evidence. (Thomas & Nelson, 2001) . To examine the hypothesis that there were no significant differences between GPE students (n = 145) and APE students (n = 47), one-way ANOVA was calculated separately for the four summative indexes. Findings revealed that the GPE and APE groups were significantly different on all TPB components, with p values smaller than .01. Effect sizes (eta squared) calculated by SPSS PC 10.0 ranged from .05 to .22.
Examination of Reliability
To determine whether the participants would answer the ATIPDPE similarly on different days, 23 participants completed the ATIPDPE twice. Administration was separated by 5 to 7 days. Repeated measures ANOVA revealed that the test-retest scores were not significantly different. The effect sizes (eta squared) ranged from .01 to .05. Cronbach alpha coefficients (Cronbach, 1951) for the 145 participants were .71 for the behavioral belief items, .80 for the normative belief items, and .76 for the control belief items. Note. Possible ranges were 4 to 28 for intention; -210 to + 210 for attitude; -147 to +147 for subjective norm; and -168 to +168 for perceived behavioral control.
Discussion
The purpose of the study was to provide validity evidence for an attitude survey that will be used to predict the intention of Czech students in physical education teacher preparation programs to include students with physical disabilities in GPE classes. The hypotheses guiding this study were supported by the statistical findings. Bivariate correlation coefficients indicated that all TPB components significantly related to intention. The hierarchical regression analyses supported the predictive function of the three components of the TPB. The known groups difference hypothesis was supported for each TPB component. In summary, the construct validity of ATIPDPE evidence was supported in three ways. The hypotheses concerning the reliability of ATIPDPE evidence were supported also.
The ATIPDPE is appropriate for Czech GPE students similar to those described in Table 3 . The validity and reliability of ATIPDPE evidence should not be generalized, without further study, to students with different attributes. A major value of this study is therefore in helping readers to understand the complex procedures required to test all components of the TPB.
No known researcher in adapted physical education thus far has precisely followed the instructions of Ajzen in the construction of belief items and scales to measure TPB components (attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control). The researchers who most closely followed the TPB in relation to the inclusion of students with disabilities in GPE were Theodorakis et al. (1995) . This study was done with Greek students. Researchers used the sum of three intention statements (I intend, I will try, and I am determined to include students with disabilities in my physical education classes). These same intention statements (plus one other) were used in the present study. Theodorakis et al. (1995) used 7-point scales to directly measure the TPB components, whereas we used a combination of 7-point scales and -3 to +3 scales as described by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980, p. 263) . Future research should address different methods of scoring. It is possible that different scoring methods would generate varied results. For more information on scoring, see Ajzen (2000) . For an analysis of measurement issues concerning belief-based variables, see Gagne and Godin (2000) .
Of particular concern in measurement is whether to use unipolar (+1 to +7) or bipolar (-3 to +3) systems and whether to use only "one arm of the belief-based constructs of attitude" (Gagne & Godin, 2000 , p. 2190 or both arms (i.e., multiplicative composites). Rizzo's PEATH and PEATID, for example, use a 5-point Likert-type scale with possible responses ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree and a single (or one arm) measure of each belief-based construct of attitude. This is supported by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980, p. 261) , who stated that "any standard scoring protocol can be used to measure attitude toward the behavior." The one arm approach, as opposed to the multiplicative, has the advantage of simplicity in scoring, fewer items, and the heightened probability of minimizing test fatigue and boredom.
However, the examples in Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) and Ajzen (2000) show only 7-point scales. We chose therefore to use 7-point scales. The use of the multiplicative composites is indigenous to the TPB, which relies on an expectancyvalue model (Ajzen, 1991) . This model requires that attitude toward a behavior be conceptualized as an expectancy measure of the likelihood that performing a specific behavior will result in a specific outcome times a value measure (i.e., an evaluation of the particular outcome of the behavior). Rizzo's disagree/agree approach seems to measure only beliefs about the likelihood of an outcome occurring. This reduces the amount of information available for determining why prospective teachers express varying levels of intention. We used the multiplicative approach in ATIPDPE because it offers the greatest amount of information for understanding the attitudes of prospective teachers. Clearly, to individualize the strategies for facilitating attitude change, it will be helpful for professors to have an instrument that offers the fullest information possible.
Another issue is whether to measure separate attitude scores for each disability or to assume that one score can be an indicator of attitude toward any or all disabilities. Numerous researchers using Rizzo's PEATH or PEATID (Downs & Williams, 1994; Folsom-Meek et al., 1999; Hodge & Jansma, 1999; Rizzo, 1985; Rizzo & Vispoel, 1991; Rizzo & Wright, 1988; Schmidt-Gotz et al., 1994) have reported significant differences among attitudes pertaining to different disabilities (i.e., physical disability, learning disability, intellectual disability, etc.). We agree with Rizzo and colleagues that an instrument should generate separate scores for separate disabilities. Thus, we see a major flaw in the Theodorakis et al. study, because it focused on the global construct of teaching individuals with disabilities rather than examining specific attitudes toward teaching individuals with specific disabilities.
The ATIPDPE was designed to study TPB components only in relation to physical disabilities. We carefully defined this term as "students (6-18 yrs) who might be in your GPE class and diagnosed as having such disabilities as cerebral palsy, amputations, spina bifida, and muscular dystrophy . . . these students might be able to walk without assistive devices, or might be using mechanical or power wheelchairs, canes, walkers, or other assistive devices. These students might need an individual approach and the help of an assistant." Because GPE inclusion in the Czech Republic at the present time extends primarily to students with physical disabilities, targeting one population in the ATIPDPE was not a problem. ATIPDPE should not be adapted for use with other disabilities. If TPB-based instruments are desired for other disabilities, construction of a new instrument should begin with a pilot study to elicit beliefs specific to that disability. Rizzo's (1993) PEATID III (preservice version) was recently evaluated for construct validity by Folsom-Meek and Rizzo (2002) . A principal component analysis revealed that attitudes of 3,464 undergraduate students toward inclusion were the result of beliefs relating to three factors: (a) outcomes of teaching students with disabilities in regular classes, (b) effects on student learning, and (c) need for more academic preparation to teach students with disabilities. These findings are generalizable only when PEATID III directs responses toward three conditions: behavioral disorders, mental retardation, and learning disabilities. Further study of the construct validity evidence of the ATIPDPE should include use of a principal component analysis to determine if items will factor together in predictable ways. Likewise, path analysis and structural equation modeling (e.g., LISREL) should be applied.
A comparison of statements on the ATIPDPE and the PEATID indicates that there are some similarities in the listed outcomes of inclusion of students with disabilities. For example, PEATID's outcome, inclusion means more work for me, is similar to ATIPDPE's outcome statements, my teaching being more difficult and lesson planning and preparation being more difficult. PEATID's statement, students with (designated condition) will develop a more favorable self-concept is similar to ATIPDPE's statement, inclusion will have a positive effect on the development of personalities of students with physical disabilities. It appears that most of the accessible beliefs in ATIPDPE about the outcomes of inclusion of students with physical disabilities are similar to the belief statements in PEATID. Further research is needed to determine if beliefs about the outcomes of inclusion are crosscultural.
Demographic data from our study reveal similarities with two published European studies focusing on attitudes toward inclusion in PE. Schmidt-Gotz et al. (1994) reported that 50% of their university students had previous experience with individuals with disabilities, whereas Downs and Williams (1994) reported that only 43% of their university students had such experience. In our sample, 43% of the GPE students reported previous experience. Unfortunately, the two European studies (Schmidt-Gotz et al., 1994; Downs & Wiliams, 1994) did not provide full reports of demographic information, and therefore we cannot make further comparisons.
Many of the participants indicated that they had not been exposed to any information related to physical education and students with special needs. Based on Krech and Crutchfield (1948) , one of the sources of beliefs is knowledge. In the case that many participants were not exposed, even theoretically, to the phenomenon of including students with disabilities in GPE, they might not have had a proper chance to arrive at appropriate beliefs about outcomes of inclusion, subjective norms, and perceived control.
Another problem associated with the measurement of TPB components may be the hypothetical nature of the selected behavior (e.g., I intend or I will try to include students with physical disabilities, if they are in my physical education class). Sutton (1998) suggested that many participants may not engage in real decision making while filling out a survey. Therefore, the intentions expressed may be hypothetical or provisional. It is possible that experience is needed before prospective teachers can critically think about their intentions and beliefs. Longitudinal research is needed to address this issue. One approach would be to compare students who have been provided with adapted physical education classes and practica that emphasize intentions, attitudes, and beliefs with students who have not had such experiences.
As instruction in Czech universities moves forward to emphasize greater inclusion in GPE, course objectives and lesson plans must target specific intentions, attitudes, and beliefs rather than focusing exclusively on knowledge. Measurement of competencies should involve assessing changes in (a) philosophy, including beliefs and intentions; (b) attitudes; (c) knowledge; and (d) skill (Sherrill, 1998) . In addition to using this approach in adapted physical education courses, work toward achieving these competencies should be infused into all aspects of curriculum (DePauw & Doll-Tepper, 2000) .
Intention scores in our study were high. The average individual score was 5.3 (GPE) and 6.6 (APE) on the 7-point scale. It is possible that students in our study gave socially desirable responses rather than actual intentions (Paulhus, 1984) . The construct of inclusion is almost universally associated with positive attributes such as being good, generous, democratic, and supportive of equal opportunity and status. Consideration should be given to the construction and testing of other intention statements that use words less emotionally laden than include.
Ajzen (2000) reported that a targeted behavior (e.g., inclusion of students with physical disabilities in GPE) should be carefully specified in terms of its action, target, context, and time elements. In our study, inclusion was carefully defined. However, inclusion may be a complex set of actions that cannot be reduced to specific statements of intention like those used for prediction of behaviors in areas like exercise (Courneya, 1995) , smoking cessation (Norman et al., 1999) , and using condoms (Baker et al., 1996) .
Future researchers may want to experiment with making intention and belief statements more specific. A good example of an intention from the related literature is "I intend to engage in physical activity at least 12 times during the next 4 weeks" (Courneya, 1995) . The wording for this intention statement might be paralleled to capture specific aspects of classroom inclusion.
The greatest weakness of our study was that only 23% of the variance in intentions was explained by the three components of TPB. Small sample size may have contributed to this weakness. Administration of this same survey to all prospective teachers who have not yet been tested, at the end of each fall semester, over 5-year period might generate a strong data base for reanalysis. In comparison with other studies, results explaining only 23% of the variance are relatively low, as other TPB studies explain from 17 to 69% (Sheeran & Taylor, 1999) , 12 to 48% (Baker et al., 1996) , 34% (Sutton et al., 1999) , 49% (Norman et al., 1999) , or 45% (Hagger, Chatzisarantis & Biddle, 2002) . The ATIPDPE, like all new instruments, should be subjected to more study. Particular emphasis should be given to the challenge of finding which individual items and multiplicative composites are the best predictors of intention and the best sources of information for teacher educators who are striving to help their GPE students to embrace inclusion. Cross-validation research should be used to improve the generalizability of the ATIPDPE across samples.
It is important, also, to remember that the ATIPDPE addresses only part of the TPB. Only one APE research study thus far confirms the TPB construct that intention predicts behavior (Conaster, Block, & Gansneder, 2002) . The next step is to measure TPB components in relation to actual behaviors and not only intentions. Future researchers should define target behaviors in specific terms (Ajzen, 2000) and apply the TPB in the prediction of both intentions and behaviors.
Conclusion
The ATIPDPE provides good validity evidence for continuing to study the application of the TPB of Ajzen (1991 Ajzen ( , 2000 to curriculum development in adapted physical education teacher preparation in Czech Republic. ATIPDPE test scores provide insight into the intentions of prospective teachers with respect to inclusion and to some of the beliefs and attitudes that may affect intentions. With this information, university instructors can develop course, practicum, and infusion strategies that will enhance intentions that, according to TPB, will lead to favorable inclusion philosophy and practices after graduation.
